STATE OP CALI FORNI A
DECI SI ON OF THE
PUBLI C EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS BQOARD

CALI FORNI A CORRECTI ONAL PEACE
OFFI CERS ASSOCI ATI ON,

Chargi ng Party, Case No. SA-CE-915-S

V. PERB Deci sion No. 1272-S
STATE OF CALI FORNI A ( DEPARTMENT July 1, 1998
OF CORRECTI ONS)
Respondent .
Appear ances: Joel H. Levinson, Attorney, for California

Correctional Peace Oficers Association; State of California
(Departnent of Personnel Adm nistration) by Tinmothy G Yeung,
Legal Counsel, for State of California (Departnent of
Corrections).
Bef ore Caffrey, Chairman; Johnson, Amador and Jackson, Menbers.
DECI SI ON

JACKSON, Menber: This case is before the Public Enpl oynent
Rel ati ons Board (Board) on appeal by the State of California
(Departnent of Corrections) (Department) and the California
Correctional Peace Oficers Association (Association), froman
adm nistrative |law judge's (ALJ) proposed decision. The ALJ
found that: (1) the Departnent discrimnated against Correctional
O ficer John Baird (Baird) in violation of section 3519(a) of the
Ralph C. Dills Act (Dlls Act) by disciplining himfor his
refusal to transport an inmate who had tuberculosis; and (2) the

Departnent did not violate section 3519(a) and (b) of the Dills

Act by reprimanding Baird for discourtesy when Baird nade openly



harsh remarks toward his supervisor during a private discussion
about a grievance.?

The Association infornmed the Board by letter dated June 4,
1998 that the matter had been settled by the parties. The
Departnment confirmed this settlenment in a letter to the Board
dated June 19, 1998. Accordingly, the Association requests
wi t hdrawal of the unfair practice charge, with prejudice and that
the Board dism ss the conplaint. Having considered the request,
the Board concurs that it is in the best interest of the parties
and consistent with the purposes of the Dills Act to grant the
request for w thdrawal .

ORDER

It is hereby ORDERED that the exceptions are w thdrawn, the
proposed decision is VACATED, and the unfair practice charge and

conplaint in Case No. SA-CE-915-S are DI SM SSED

Chai rman Caffrey and Menbers Johnson and Amador joined in this
Deci si on.

The Dills Act is codified at Government Code section 3512
et seq. Section 3519 provides, in pertinent part:

It shall be unlawful for the state to do any
of the follow ng:

(a) Inpose or threaten to inpose reprisals
on enpl oyees, to discrimnate or threaten to
di scri m nate agai nst enpl oyees, or otherw se
tointerfere with, restrain, or coerce

enpl oyees because of their exercise of rights
guaranteed by this chapter. For purposes of
this subdivision, "enployee" includes an
applicant for enploynent or reenploynent.

(b) Deny to enployee organizations rights
guaranteed to themby this chapter.
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